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ABSTRACT
A questionnaire-that-ha been devised to measure

teacher attitudes toward reading iastru tion, their perceptions of
others' expectaidns that they will in orporate .reading skills
instruction into their classes, and their-knowledge of reading
instfuctinn methtds was administered to 253 secondaryrschobl content°
atea'teachers and to 51 preservice teachers iff-Tiarious subject areas.
rhe4content area teachers were.from eight different school's, one of
,which wa4engaged-in a year-long progrdin of inservice training in

' reading insruction. -0f,the preservice teachers, 20 were enrolled in
fa course intreading' in, the secondary, school. Analysis of. .their
.respbn#es revealed .that teachers the inservice program and
preservice teachers in the reang class scored higher, than their
colleagues in working knowledge of reading instruction. methOds and
had more-positive attitudes towarecCreng and reading instruction:
These teachers were also mone14kely than their untrained colleagues
'to perceive others as expecting thAm 'to be nvolved with reading
instruction. (FL)
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READING IN CONTENT AREAS:'
A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF ATTITUDES; PERCEPTIONS, AND PRACTICES

. OF PRESERVICE AND INSERVICE SECONDARY TEACHERS

Development of reading skills does tot end when a child leaves elethen-
, n

Lary school. ,Demands of secondary education, rather, require that these'
L

students' begin to generalize t -t'rose skills to a wide variety of content

areas. Teaching 'reading in secondary schools continues to_be important,

although 'the emphasis shifts from global skiAls of word recognition and

comprehension to the specialized skills incorporated into the study of each

content area. a 0
a

A

However, we know that secondary teachers often have little or no train-

in'' reading (Prawn & Waag in teaching r, 1973; Wilson, 41978). Tradition-

ally,ally, and understandably, they have seen their task as that teaching con-,

,'tent' and c ncepts:specific to their discipline. The}r attitudes toward

incorpo ing reading skills in their classes have been assessed and found

to vary across disciplines (Vaughan, '1977; litoa, 1978), and between,

teachers with and Without training (O'Rourke, 1980). Perceptions of their

own skills in teaching readidg have also beenexamtnerd:(Wilson, 198), as

...
.

'have the effects of training on attitudes and
)

practices.. "(Askov, Dupgi, &
.

Lee, k1978; Lapp, Lalinson, & Duefer, 1978,).

Unexplored; but critical, issue& remain: (a) What are the correlative

reltilcmships among attitudes, knowledge of ,reading skill's, and vteachers'
1)s,---

perce tions of others' expectations that they will-*ncorporate reading
,

:-
(

r,

skill into content'classes? (b.) `Will the expectaltions of others make them
- - ,j

. change th minds,. seek training, or use new skills? (c) How should
1, i

- .
I

I

,3
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Reading in the Content Areas

training be offered? (c) Whbn should training be attempted? With these

..,

questions as focus 'and inspiration, the present -study was .developed to

begin .to find preliminary answers with local implications for preservice

and -i-nserv-ice---teacher-trainin6-.

Procedure

The investigators developed a questionnaire to examine three aspects of Cs

the secondary schtools. The first aspect, teachers' attitudes

toward teachings reading, was measured by the Vaughan Attitude scale
r

(Vaughan, 1977). The investigators used an instrument to measure the other

two aspects: perceptions of who, if anyone, expects teachers ,to teach
..

readiag Skillt and how much they know and use teChni-ques for teaching

reading in their classrooms.

, .

The ques'ttonnaires were distributed to all secondary- level,- teachers in

a suburban school district at three high schools ( Schools 1, 2, and.3) and

five junior high schools (Schools '4, 5, 6,, 7, and 8). r Teachers in° the

school identified as School 1 were engaged in a year-long progr.am of

teacher ill sery ice in reading at the time the instrument was ,.administered.

her schools had little or no inservice in r
$

eading. Of the surveYs9ssent

---1.---roinservice teachers, 253, or 54 per cent, were returned.

The questionnaire was also distributed to 51 preservice teachers at the

University of Washington. Twenty of these students were taking a course it!

,ar

0
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Reading .in the Content Areas

3 \

.

reading in the secondary school at the time of administration; the

remaining 31 were aware that they would take this required course within

the next two,cfu.arteiv's.

A nunerica1 score was derived for each aspect.yof the instrument, each

of which,1* con'sidered separately. The results, analyzed through factor
(

analysis and analysis,of variance, fbllow. Because of its intensive pro-
V ,

gramof inservice, School 1 was used as the point or corrtparison for each of

c

i
/the sev n secondary schools and for the Univer?Ity of Washington preservice. .
tdachers for each portion of 'the discuSgion. - Scheffe's test of signifij
cance was also\used to analyze each factor. This tot examines any a T1,,

,

comparisons bet:leen, the schools rather than ;examining the,Felafi9nship of

each'school only to School 1. Scheffe's test was especially useful for the

items' dn which School 1- teachers 'did not score the highett arm. Results
,

are r.epor dfor thiS analysis only when significance was shown.

9 '1 I

.. Comparison by Schools

Attitude Scale

E"Two factors were identified through factor analysis from the first fif-/
.. teen item

1>

On the inistrument, which were 'taken from the Vaughn Attitude -....--_,....._ ..._
Scla,le. Thle first.factor consisted of all .items; to high score on this fac-

-
. . . , - , .

,
tor:indicates a more favortable disposition to trie notion-of reading -skill's ,\

:
i On this

,-,iibeing taught n
,.

those swcontent classes than thosth low scores.. :.-

I

. NIP



. Reading in the Content Areas

,4

measure, all groups ,excep 'School 4 School and the preserVice teachers

differed significantly '(p. 5) from the School -1- teachers. This indicates

that 'the ,attlithes of the teachers .in these three groups, were as**1 avorabl e
.

toward reading -in the content areas as those of the group that received the

mt'st training, although the School 1 teachers still produced to highest

youp mean (40.9159; see Tabled).

Table' 1
Attitudes: Total Scal,e

School Mean

,School 1 40.9159
School. 2
School 3

1,37%9536
37.6132 ,

.. ,
.031*
.037

School 4 3'9%7287 .474*
f School 5 ,35.,027 `.001

School 6 38.4492 .133*
School 7 37.3706 .022*
Schoo1,8- 3575158 .

. % .000
Preservice 39.4633 .296,,

* Significant; p < .05 8

° iThe second factor consisted tf items that are basicNly "negative" to

reading iiistrucfion, with the heaviest. factor loadings on 'items #3-, 5, 7,
.

,and 9 A low score on theSe; items indicates that teachers feel 'that con-.

'tent teachers should be primarily, responsible for content, while reading

language arts teach rs should be concerned about reading instruction.

A higli indic s an attitude of shared re'spOnsibility for reading

instruction. Again',School 1teachers had the highest group mean (4.9885)

,r

O

+1-
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.
At this time, only bne school, School 5, differed- significantly-frome-this

.mean. This indiCates that the teachers atthe latter school may perceive

reading instruction as outside their area of Yesponstbility; more separa-

tion between the roles of the content and reading teachers on the Part of

' this latter group can be interpreted from these i-esults (see Table 2).

Table 2 *.
'Attitudes: Factor 1

toSchool Mean F P

School 1 4.9885
SChool 2 4.6485 .275
School 3 4.6354 .323
School 4 4.7909
'Sqool 5 4.2281 :037
_School 6 4.7117 .456
School 7 4.7229 .446
SChool 8 4.5061 ...148'

Preservice 4.75-10 .451

-* Significant; p .P5

..

a
Jaken together, these two facto \s indicate that ,Schooll 1 teachers-

,
d-isplay the most favorable attitudes toward teaching reading and the

greatest receptivity towqrd shared respons. ility. They are no* completely

alone in these attitude, but for them, these t s are more consistent

and pronounced. c

4

j'
4 , t

c.
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Expectations'of Others
a

The second section of the instrument was designed to firid out-if teach-

ers perceive others to expect-them to teach reading; and, if they have

these perceptions, to whom they attribute the expectations. In the first

analysi, total scores, were examined. All groups scored,relativelilow on.

this Section,- with. School. 1 teachers again scoring. the Irlighest =

17.4793; highest ptssible score = 49).- .401,other groups stored Sdgni-

ficantly lower than this mean -except for Schodl 3 and the preservice

teachers (see Table-3:' On thtk item, Scheffe's test indicated significant
°

9
, Tabfe 3

A

School

Perception-tGeneral:s-All Items
lot

Mean

Q

P

-4

'

. A-
Schotl 1

School 2
School' 3

School 4
School 5
School '6

School 7
School
Preservice

:

17.4793
: 15.1729

15.8825
15.0039

14.2735
15.129
14.4587

12.944).

15.7.4S4

..

'

*
,014

.135*

..028*

.003*

.040*

.004*.

.000

.068

t

* Significant; p ( .05

c
difference% between School 1 acid School 8. Some of the preservice teh.chers

,

were receivipg.trainin/ in teading reading during the time the que

naire'was administered; a reasonable conclusion that isalso upported

t

4

.. 0

.

8

,
4
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intuitively is that any kind of training- leads one to think that eone

,
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7

expects the behMo to occur.

A
Through factor analysis, the perception items lo'aded onto two factors,

,
oe

These were identified as the expettations of authority figures, with the

heavies ,loadings on school administr,ator7 local university tedlicalion

professors, local uniy.ersit3i content area professors (items 48, 19, and

20), and proximate figures,.with the heaviest loadings on Vocal university
N

educationprof6ssOns, local content-area professors, and teachers of the

same sorts of classes (items #19, ?0, and 21). . Results differed among

'grouis on these two factors. On the authority' factor, the. preservice

teacherS scored the highest'mean (3.7163); Scheffe's test found significant

difference's' between this group and_the teachers at &chool 8. School

teachers scored of e oecond
,

highest mean (3.4770); analysis of variance
. .

'found School 2,' chool 6, and School 8 scoring significantly lower than
,

this mean (see Tables 4). Since School 1 Was the proint of comparison for

all other groups, comparisons were not made between the preservice teachers

and the others, even though they scored the highest on this factor.

/1"rsif results for the proximate=figure factor axe quite different. The

schobi 1' teachers again scored the highest mean (4.7174), indicating that

,

I

N they feel the eatest-degree,of expectation from proximate figures to

teadirealdingskills.Thi.s'res*It is not surprising since training took
0.5

[place in this bufrlding. On this- factor, every group except'the Schbol 6

400 -

1
4
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-- PerceptionsF actor 1 :

,,, .

School

Tab

A

litsoi

Reading

(Items

Mean

in,the Content Areas

.

18, 19, 20)
. i

,

P

----T
. *

.044

t 2O7

.297

.219*

.043

.257*

.006-

.421

.
School 1

School 2
School 3
School-4
'School 5

School 6,

School 7
'''''-'School 8

Presery ice

_ .,

,*

/'
,

.

.

,
4

3.4770
2.8852
3.0543
3.1096
3.0569
2_7683.

3.1033

2.6029.

3,7163

* Significant; p <'.05

teachers kor antly lower than the School 1 te,achers (see' Table

, 5). Scheffe's test. showed -significant differences between School 1 and

School 8, the group with the lowest mean.

. , , .
frie presery ice teachers -stand out from the other groups on this portiOn.

of the instrument. Results_ from them must be considered from a different

perspective. .For this' group, the proximate figures are not school admini-
.

.

§tralors,, b'ut 'the' local Aiversity professors, who were included in what

was )idenfified as-the authori ty group for inse'rvice teachers. At -the same

time, the proximate, f igures for inservice teachers, are not.significant fac-
.

tors to first-quarter teacher trainees fpr' they have had little contact

,with public-school personnel at this sta.6e?.of their training.

"
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, Table 5
Perceptiohs--Factor 2: Proximity (ITEMS 19, 215, 21) .

School

.

School 1
School 2
School 3,
'School 4

SchooT
School.6
School'7
School 8
Rreservice

* SignifiCant; p < .05

Me'an

0 4.7174 -
-*

4.,1618 .021* .

4.1503 .040*
3.9548 v.009*

. 3.7065 .000
'4.1875' .. .065*
3.805r . 4 .001*
--.-6786 ,' .000i:'

3.9q98 .001 .

.

Knowledge of'Reading Skills Instruction

- a

'The final section of the instrUment was intended to. measure-how:k'howl-

edge of readlbg instrUction, was implemented in .classroom practice. Three

:factors_ were identifjed through factor analysis. 7,:For ,the,preservice

teachers, a buiTt-in bias operated: Because they were not yet teaching, '

they could not -possibly score As high as. the inservtce teachers: In fact,,

the higheseppsible total Score for the Preservice'group was nine:points

,
lower than that for theinservi ce groups , jand three.poi.nts lower for each)...

of the three, identified factoes. In of this, three in'service groups'
.

scored below the mean of ,the preservice group on the first factor, with

heaviest -1o4ding on'the teaching of skimming 'and understanding words

through context, scanning, surveying, and SQ3R (items #1; 2, 3. and 6):

4

Or*
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ex"
--. .Schools 4 5, and 7. On this measure, School 6 scored the ighest mean

o . .
a ,

(2.4867)1 while School- 1 scored second highest. on this factor,(see Table
u .. , ,,

6). The only group to scope significantly lower than the khool...1 group
(

'was 'School 8.

Table 6 a
Knowledge Factor 1 ()stems 1, 2,

School, Mean

tr -

'3)

School 1 . 2.4741 ,

School 2 2.3389 .451
School 3 2.2975 `.391-
School 4' 2.3987 .727
School 5 2.2154 .217
School' 6' 2.4867 .953C School 7 2.2639 .295*
School 8 2.0832 .042
PreserV ice 2.2916 .315

* Significant; p < .05
g

The second factor on this portion of the instrument was d'erived from

procedures less easily Identifiable as reading ihstruction: teaching parts

of a.book and the two 'vocabulary, items (items #4; and 6)., The School 1.,

group scored the highest mean (3.8374), as. was expected. On this 'factor,.
a

four groups scared stgnificantly lower' than the School 1 teachers:. Schools

3, 4, 8, and the preservice teache.ra, who again could not scare as high's

the inservice groups' see Table 7). This indicates _that, while the

.khool 1 teacher's are the most likely to. teac.h'the4 items in this factdr,
ra

other teachers from some other schools with less ti-dining are doing so also.

1

6
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School

. Table 7 .

Knowledge.Factor 2 (Items 4, 5, 6)

MQan

School.1 3.8374
School 2 3.5533

' School 3 3.2671
School 4 ' 3.3991
School 5 3.5062
School 6 3.6017
School 7 3.5229
School 8 3.5087
Preservice 3.3071

r

* Significant; p< .08

(

,.072*

.002*

.022*

.073

.211

.076*

.001

The third factor ideOtified in this category consisted of knowledge of

concept development models (items #7, 8, and 9). 'The preservjce teachers,

. again'at a disadvantage in scoring, did, however, produce the highest mean.

This in'dicates that such knowledge may be.a greater. concern-in their uni=

vesfty classes. No-group differed.significanty from the School 1 teachers

Csee Table 8), but preservice teachers differed significantly, from, adi

other groups.

1

Comparison by Content Areas
e"

----{n a final analysis, comparisons were made'between teachers in diffter=
,

'V
.

,
...,

ent content areas grouped across schoOls. Che,point of comparison in this
. .

.

fanalysis was reading teachers (group 4), as measured against teachers int.

/
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Table 9
Attitudes: Total Scale

,

Group

4 Reading , , . ,

1 Language Arts/Soc4I Studies
,2 Math/Science /

3 All Others

/ r

. ,

r
.

Mean .

45.8344

38.6685 .000*
.36.9951 1000*
36.7870 .000

* Significant;:p ( .05 r

the total scores, reading teachers were significantly more inclined to see

olo

reading instruction as a shared responsibility than the other three groups

(see Table 10) who followed in descerfding order of mean size: language
4

,. Table 10
Attituqes Factor 1

.

Group Mean

.4 Reading
1 Language Arts/Social Studies
2 Math/Science .

3 All Others.

* Significant; p ( .05

5.9667
4.7263

-- -*

.052*
4.7193 ' '.054*
4.3626 .017

arts/social studies, math/science, all other content areas. SaeffE's test

o
showed significant differences between the reading teachers and the group

consisting of .all. other. . content areas (group 3). This is interesting

because the very groups _tieing. as,ked to cOnvey content through reading are
,`

the ones displlaying the least' favorable attitudes toward doing°. it. The



12

, Table 8'
Knowledge Factor -3 (Items 7, 8, 9)

School Mean

School 1 2.5689
School 2 2.0440 .119
School 3 2.1614 .386
School 2.0086 .158
School 5 2.0.77 .266
Sohodl 6 2.1121 .302
School 7 2.3563 .957
Schoot 8 I 1.9763 ..07.9

. Preservice . 2.4312 .768

languagOrts/social studies (group 1), math/science (group 2)g and all

other subjects such as foreign languages, buiiness, physical education, and
2

vocational education (group' 3).; Scheffe's test, was used again for this

portion of the analysis' so that relationships between each pair' of groups'.
could be examined as well.

Attitude Scale

Ac -

On the fitst factor (positive ttitude items toward teaching reading in

content area settings), all group scored significantly lower than reading

teacher,s:4ee Table 9)\,They followed, in descending order of'mean size:

langu:age aefshocial studies, other content areas, math/science. Scheffe's

test also. -indicated significant differences between the reading teachers

and each aner 4roup.., On negative attitude. -items, the factor derived from

C.
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reading teachers indicated that, they see reading more as a shared re si-

bility, but those with whom they wish to share it are less inclined to do

Expectations ofpOtrierS

On the total scores concerningoperceptions of the expectations of

others about the teaching of reading skills, there were no significant dif-

ferences betwemithe reading teachers and the other grbufisr(see Table 11).

Table 11

Percept-ionsGeneral: A11 Items

Group Mean

4 Readimg 15.4664 --
1, Language Arts/Social Studies ,15.0882 ..795
2 Math/Science 14.9093 .710
3 All Others 15.0770 .788

This result was' not expected. It ref4eCts either a more pessimistie Per-

ception of the status of reading instruction from the.reading teachers ora

more favorable view from the content teachers. The relatively low scores

from aTi groups, however, point more strongly toward the former conclusion.

A ciebination is, of course, also possible, but from the-data, it. is

--unclear why.this result occurred. The order of mean scor e, in descending

order, was reading teachers, language arts/social studies, "other," and

math /science.
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.

The meant'for the two other factors, authority and proximity; reveal

similae results. No significant differences were found between the reading

teachers and other groups on .eitHer factor (see Table 12), For Factor 1,

'Table 12
PerceptiOns - Factor i: Authority Factor 2: Proximity

.
Group.

. .

Factor 1 Factor 2
;

Mean ' P Mean P
. ,

'0, 4 Reading 4 r 3.1067 3.9667'
1. Language Arts/Social Studies 3.3301 .618 3:9072 .871
2 Aath/Scienc 3.0361' .877 3.8891 .837
3 All Others , 3.0143 .833, 4.1171 .679

. . .

.

(....

authority, language arts/social studies teachers produced the highest mean

score (3.3301), indicating, althOligh not to a statistically significant
.

'level, that tbev perc ive authority figures to expect them to teach reading
,

to a greater degree--thaft he other groups. They were followe by reading

teachers, math/science, and all other-groups. Orr Factor 2, proximity the

other content area .group, 'produced the hlgheSt\mean 0.1171): Since this

group 'Scored the lowest on the first two knowledge factors, perhaps this

feeling about authority figures is likely to produce anxiety about per-
.

ceived responsibilities that they know little about. They were followed by

reading teachers, language arts/socia) studies, and math/science.

For the investigators, wh4a. are all.involved in insemice and preser-

.

.vice teacher training, low mean scores, ofl -.these items were rather 14

17
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disheartening Unsolicited comments revealed that some Of the teachers

-feel' that methods and content professors neither know nor.care what occurs

at theirlevels.

Knowledge of Reading Skills Instruction

Not surprisingly, the results' from the first Ng/ knowledge factors

showed significant differences betweep reading teachers and"-each" the

other groups .(see Table 13) : The reading teachers, of course, scored.

the hi.ghest means (3.5833 and 4.1711 for factors 1 and 2, respectively).

On both factors, the other groups were ranked in descending order: language

artsitocial .studies', math /science, and all ether groups.° On Scheffe's

test, a more complicated set of comparisons resulted. The _reading teachers

scored significantly `higher than each other group on the first knowledge

factor. The language arts/social studies 'teachers, then, scored sighifi-'

cantly lower than the reading teachers, but:signifitantly higher than the

other two -groups. Pn the "emend 'knowledge factor,' the reading teachers

differed significantly from math/science, and .all other" content areas, but

no,t from 1 anguage arts/social studies. teachers.. This latter group scored

significantly higher than teachers in all 'other content areas.

3

For the concept development factor, however, no significant differences
I..-

,iere found between reading teachers and the other groups (see Table 14).

Basically, the teachers in the sample were relatively unfamiliar with these

modelS, at least by name. The questions do not', of. terse, tap working



Group

r
Tabl: 13

Knowledge: F ors 1 and 2

4 Reading

1 Language Arts/Social Studies
2 .Math/Science
3 All Others

* Significant; p < .05
// ** Separate variande used ins

Activity

Grou

T.5833

.000*
2.2123 .000*
2.0257 .000*

ead of pooled variance

4.1711
3.6708 000*
3.4793 000*
3.3012 .000*

.
.

,

'Table 14

Concept Development

Mean

4 Reading / -

2.4844 . --
1 Languagestrts/Social Studies 2.4193 .827
2 llath/Science 1.9900 ,109
3 All Others 2.0084 .110

knowledge of such Ustructional strategies for which the teachers might not
. °

have a label, but for which the concept may be clear enough for them tb

use.

ea


